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REMARKS 

In view of the preceding amendments and the following remarks, reconsideration 
of the application is respectfully requested. Claims 1-16 are pending in the application. 
Claims 17-21 were canceled by previous amendments. Claims 1 and 10 have been 
amended to clarify the invention. No new matter has been added. 

Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §103 

The Office asserts that, under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), claims 1-9 are unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/01 17443 to Langner in view of U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2004/0107152 to Marlowe-Noren and further in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,1 12,190 to Fletcher. 

Independent claim 1 now recites a system for enabling a portfolio manager to 
obtain credit approval for an issuer of securities from a credit analyst. The system includes 
a first database containing information regarding issuers of securities, a second database 
containing compliance rules providing guidelines for the purchase of securities for selected 
portfolios, means for permitting a portfolio manager to determine whether a particular 
issuer of securities is on a list of approved issuers for a selected portfolio based upon the 
compliance rules contained in the second database, means for permitting the portfolio 
manager to submit a credit approval request — for the particular issuer of securities — to a 
credit analyst if it is determined that the particular issuer of securities is not on a list of 
approved issuers for the selected portfolio, means for permitting a credit analyst to evaluate 
the credit approval request submitted by the portfolio manager based on the issuer 
information contained in the first database, means for permitting the credit analyst to 
resolve the credit approval request and transmit the resolution of the credit approval 
request to the portfolio manager in real time, and a trade entry system configured to receive 
a trade request form the portfolio manager and execute a purchase order for a security 
issued by the particular issuer of securities. 

Langner, Marlowe-Noren, and Fletcher are each directed to inventions in disparate 
fields of art; the Office has not made it clear how these references could be combined or 
why a person of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to make the combination. 
Further, the combined disclosures of these three references still fail to teach the system for 
enabling a portfolio manager to obtain credit approval for an issuer of securities, as recited 
in independent claim 1 . For example, claim 1 recites that the system includes a trade entry 
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platform configured to receive a trade request from a portfolio manager and to execute a 
purchase order for a security owned by an issuer after approval has been received. Langer, 
Fletcher, and Marlowe-Noren do not disclose this feature. 

The invention disclosed in Langner has nothing to do with obtaining approval for 
and executing the purchase of a security for an investment portfolio. Rather, it is a tool for 
helping small businesses gather and evaluate an abundance of information about vendors, 
customers, partners, and other business associates. The Langner system allows a user to 
select a target business and to access services relating to the target business. For example, a 
user may be able to select a marketing service, a collection service, a credit service, or a 
supplier service that relates to the target business. See Langner, paragraph [0033]. The 
system facilitates selling to, buying from, competing with, getting paid by, or locating the 
target business. See paragraph [0035]. The system may include notice of alerts for the 
target business, including alerts regarding legal filings as well as alerts for other matters 
that may affect the target business. See paragraph [0041]. 

The small-business tools described in Langner do not include a database containing 
information about issuers of securities. The business database described in Langner 
contains data that is pertinent to the suite of business services described in the application 
(marketing services, collection services, credit services, supplier services, and alert 
services). See paragraph [0026]. The business database described in Langner contains 
information that would be useful to a small business. It does not contain information about 
issuers of securities. Although the Langner system allows a small business to access credit 
reports for a target company, the system does not allow a portfolio manager to submit a 
credit approval request with regard to a particular issuer of securities to determine whether 
that security can be purchased as part of a portfolio. In fact, the system described in 
Langner does not disclose any functionality for submitting any sort of credit approval 
request. 

The Langner system allows a user to request information in the form of a credit 
report — it does not allow the user to request credit approval. The system is a tool that helps 
a company evaluate the credit worthiness of other companies it may chose to do business 
with. Viewing a risk evaluation report that includes a credit rating, as disclosed in Langner, 
is not the equivalent of submitting a credit approval request to a credit analyst. 

Fletcher fails to remedy the deficiencies of Langner. The Office acknowledges that 
Langner fails to disclose submitting and evaluating a credit approval request, but argues 
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that Fletcher teaches evaluating a credit approval request while applying for commercial 
credit. Fletcher does discuss credit analysis. However, the credit analysis disclosed in 
Fletcher is used to determine whether a bank should make a loan to a business; it has 
nothing to do with an issuer of securities. 

The credit analysis described in Fletcher is part of an automatic evaluation of a loan 
application performed by an artificial intelligence system. See Fletcher, col. 2, lines 57-61. 
The system allows a user to identify specific strengths and weaknesses of the loan 
application and to use this information to make the final loan decision. See col. 3, lines 36- 
55. The Fletcher system assists a bank officer in completing a credit analysis for a loan 
applicant; it does not disclose means for permitting a portfolio manager to submit a credit 
approval request with regard to a particular issuer of securities, nor does it disclose means 
for permitting a credit analyst to evaluate this credit approval request regarding an issuer of 
securities. 

Marlowe-Noren fails to overcome the shortcomings of Langner and Fletcher. The 
Office concedes that neither Langner nor Fletcher disclose a database containing 
compliance rules providing guidelines for the purchase of securities for selected portfolios; 
the Office also concedes that these references do not disclose means for permitting a 
portfolio manager to determine whether an issuer is on a list of approved issuers for a 
selected portfolio based on the compliance rules in such a database. Marlowe-Noren has 
been cited by the Office as disclosing these features, but falls short in this regard. 

Marlowe Noren does not disclose the use of a database, or even the use of a 
computer. What Marlowe-Noren does discloses is a method of creating a financial 
instrument that complies with Shari'ah Investment Guidelines. This method allows Islamic 
investors to make investments in a traditional capital markets environment. See Marlowe- 
Noren, paragraph [0022]. The method includes creating an Offering Memorandum that 
provides potential investors with the required description and disclosure of the financial 
instrument. The method also includes providing the Offering Memorandum and supporting 
documentation to a Shari'ah Supervisory Board for approval. The Board may consist of 
either three Islamic Scholars or two Islamic Scholars and an Islamic Banking expert. See 
paragraphs [0032] - [0033]. 

The method relies on the subjective judgment of three individuals to interpret a set 
of guidelines. This is a far cry from an integrated system that allows for real-time approval 
of an issuer of securities. The Supervisory Board disclosed in Marlowe-Noren may provide 
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approval after reviewing documents provided to the Board by an issuer. The Office argues 
that a "document could be considered a database and any person of ordinary skill in the art 
can store the guidelines in a computer." This is contrary to the disclosure of Marlowe - 
Noren and contrary to the accepted definition of the term "database." A person of ordinary 
skill in the art would not consider a document to be the equivalent of a database. There is 
simply no disclosure in Marlowe-Noren of determining whether a particular issuer of 
securities is on a list of approved issuers based on rules contained in a database. 

Further, it is unclear why a person of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to 
combine Langner, which discusses a system for providing information to small businesses, 
with Fletcher, which discusses a system for evaluating a loan application, and Marlowe- 
Noren, which discusses a method of creating a financial instrument that has been approved 
by a three-person supervisory board. Even if these references could be combined, the 
combination would still fail to disclose or suggest each of the features of independent 
claim 1. Consequently, independent claim 1, and all of its dependent claims, including 
claims 2-9, are patentable over the combination of Langner, Fletcher, and Marlowe-Noren. 

The Office has also implied that a pre-approved home loan was known at the time 
of the invention and that this somehow anticipates the claims. As support for this position, 
the Office cites a website accessed on May 19, 2010, which explains the differences 
between pre-qualification, pre-approval, and approval of a residential mortgage loan. The 
website also provides tips for consumers for getting pre-approved for a mortgage loan in 
2010. It is unclear how this document from 2010 is relevant to the present application, 
which was filed in 2003. Moreover, Applicants are not claiming a pre-approval process for 
a mortgage loan. The cited document does not disclose or suggest any of the features of the 
claimed invention and is therefore not relevant. 

The Office also argues that independent claim 1 includes recitations of intended use 
that do not carry any patentable weight. Applicants respectfully submit that the recitations 
are proper means-plus-function claims that should be afforded patentable weight. An 
element in a claim for a combination may be expressed as a means or step for performing a 
specified function without the recital of structure, material, or acts in support thereof, and 
such claim shall be construed to cover the corresponding structure, material, or acts 
described in the specification and equivalents thereof. See 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, U 6. The 
specification of the present application describes sufficient structure for performing the 
claimed function. 
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For example, the specification indicates that means are provided for permitting a 
credit analyst to evaluate the credit approval request submitted by the portfolio manager 
based on the issuer information contained in a database "involves graphical user interfaces 
enabling ready access to information contained in the issuer database." See Specification, 
page 2, lines 18-21. The Office indicates that "[i]f the prior art structure is capable of 
performing the intended use, then it meets the claim." However, even if the prior art device 
performs all the functions recited in the claim, the prior art cannot anticipate the claimed 
invention if there is any structural difference between the prior art and the claimed 
invention. See MPEP 2114. Means-plus-function elements may be anticipated by 
structures which are equivalent to the corresponding structures recited in the specification. 
But the Office has not provided prima facie evidence showing that the cited references 
disclose structure that is equivalent to the structure disclosed in the Applicants' 
specification, nor has it shown that the prior art references are capable of performing the 
claimed functions. Applicants respectfully request that the proper means-plus-function 
claims be given the patentable weight that they arc entitled to. 

The Office also asserts that under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), claims 10-16 are 
unpatentable over Langner in view of Marlowe-Noren, and further in view of Fletcher and 
U.S. Patent No. 6,587,841 to DeFrancesco. 

Independent claim 10 recites a system for enabling a portfolio manager to obtain 
credit approval for an issuer of securities from a credit analyst. The system includes means 
for determining whether an issuer of securities is on a list of approved issuers for a selected 
portfolio based upon a set of compliance rules for guiding the purchase of securities for the 
selected portfolio; means for submitting a credit approval request, with regard to a 
particular issuer of securities, to a credit analyst if it is determined that the particular issuer 
of securities is not on the list of approved issuers for a selected portfolio; means for 
monitoring the status of the credit approval request in real time; means for managing the 
status of the credit approval request; and means for resolving the credit approval request on 
behalf of the portfolio manager. 

As described above, the combination of Langner, Fletcher, and Marlowe-Noren fail 
to disclose or suggest means for submitting a credit approval request to a credit analyst 
when an issuer of securities is not on a list of approved issuers. DeFrancesco discloses a 
system for receiving a credit application from a consumer applicant and routing the 
application to various funding sources. DeFrancesco fails to overcome the deficiencies of 
Langner, Fletcher, and Marlowe-Noren. The system described in DeFrancesco allows a 
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consumer to apply for credit to successive funding sources until a positive funding decision 
is returned or until all funding sources have been exhausted. DeFrancesco does not 
disclose or suggest means for submitting a credit approval request to a credit analyst when 
an issuer of securities is not on a list of approved issuers. Consequently, independent claim 
10 and each of its dependent claims, including claims 1 1-16, is patentable over the 
combination of Langner, Fletcher, Marlowe-Noren, and DeFrancesco. 

CONCLUSION 

Applicants submit that claims 1-16 are patentable over the combination of Langner, 
Fletcher, Marlowe-Noren, and DeFrancesco. These references fail to teach the system for 
enabling a portfolio manager to obtain credit approval for an issuer of securities, as recited 
in the claims. Allowance of all pending claims in the application is respectfully requested. 

The Director is hereby authorized to charge any fee deficiency associated with this 
application to our Deposit Account No. 04-1 105, under Order No. 59005(49357). 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: September 27, 2010 /Jacob P. Martinez #57924/ 

Jacob P. Martinez, Reg. No. 57,924 
Attorney for Applicants 

EDWARDS ANGELL, PALMER & DODGE LLP 

P.O. Box 55874 

Boston, MA 02205 

Tel: (203)353-6817 

Fax: (866) 658-1067 

Customer No. 21,874 
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